REMARKS 



The Examiner’s attention to the present application is greatly appreciated. 

Prior to the above amendments, Claims 1-20 were pending. In the Office Action of 
April 8, 2008, Claims 1-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §§102 and/or 103. However, Claims 
15-20 were indicated as allowable. 

By the above amendments to the claims, Applicant has cancelled Claims 1 - 3 and 7-14, 
leaving only rejected Claims 4-6 and allowed Claims 15 - 20. As a result of the amendments to 
Claim 4, Claim 4 and dependent Claims 5 and 6 are now believed allowable. 

Reexamination, reconsideration and allowance of Claims 4 - 6 is requested. 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW AND REMARKS 



A telephone interview was held between the undersigned and Examiner Joyner on May 6, 

2008. 



During the telephone interview, Applicant’s representative explained that he believed that 
the subject matter of Claims 1-3 and 7-14 was patentable. However, he agreed that the claims 
would have to be amended and/or supported by declarations and substantial arguments before 
being allowable. These claims have now been cancelled and Applicant reserves the right to 
prosecute the subject matter of such claims in a continuation application. 

During the telephone interview, Applicant focused his discussion on the allowability of 
Claims 4 - 6 which were rejected in the Office Action of April 8, 2008 as being anticipated by 
Chitre (U.S. Patent No. 4,683,895). Chitre describes a system for microwave heating of 
products. The system includes a substantially quadrilateral cross-section and a conveyor belt 
driven by a drive belt. The conditioning tunnel includes several individual compartments 
separated by open and closeable doors. 

During the telephone interview, Applicant explained that Chitre does not describe or 
suggest a conditioning tunnel including pressure sealing doors or a pressuring means for 
controlling the pressure of a pressurizable stage. More specifically, Applicant argued that the 
individual chambers within Chitre did not appear to be airtight because each chamber includes a 
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flue 65 and that the bottom of column 5 states that small portions of the apertures are not closed 
off by the doors. Thus, it was argued that each stage could not be airtight and thus could not be 
pressurizable. 

In response, the Examiner questioned whether the doors fully close and whether the 
introduction of gas described in column 6 could provide a pressurizable chamber. 

During the telephone interview, Applicant also explained that Chitre does not disclose or 
suggest microwave sources arranged on both sides of opposing sidewalls, a limitation within 
Claim 4. Instead, as seen best in Figs. 5 and 6, Chitre describes two microwave sources arranged 
on one side, the bottom side, of the tunnel. 

In response, the Examiner agreed that Chitre does not disclose microwave sources 
connected to opposing sidewalls of a chamber, but opined that the language of Claim 4 should be 
clarified to reflect Applicant’s intended meaning. To this end, the Examiner suggested that 
Applicant amend Claim 4 to reflect that microwave sources are “directly connected” to the 
opposing sidewalls and suggested that Applicant adopt the language set forth above in amended 
Claim 4. The Examiner indicated that the amendment would overcome the rejection based upon 
Chitre, but that additional searching may be required. 

During the telephone interview, Applicant’s representative expressed his concern as to 
whether the language “directly connected” could be interpreted unduly narrowly to require the 
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magnatrons to be affixed directly to the opposing sidewalls, instead of encompassing 
constructions wherein the magnatrons either project through opposing sidewalls or are connected 
to the opposing sidewalls by waveguides or the like. The Examiner responded that the claim 
language should sufficiently distinguish Applicant’s claimed structure from that in Chitre, 
without unduly limiting how the microwave sources are “directly connected” to the opposing 
sidewalls. 
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CONCLUSION 



Again, Applicant wishes to express his appreciation for the assistance that the Examiner 
has provided. 



It is understood that Claims 4 - 6 are subject to an additional search. However, it is 
believed that these claims are allowable, and allowance of Claims 4-6 and 15 - 20 is requested. 



If there are any remaining issues that need to be resolved, it is requested that a telephone 
call be placed to the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted. 




David G. Duckworth 
Registration No. 39,516 
Attorney for Applicant 
Telephone: (949) 724-1255 
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